Complete Notes for Public Meeting Held in Newport, WA, 10-28-03

A series of 12 public meetings was held in the fall of 2003 across the eastern portion of Washington State.  In addition, one public meeting was held in North Bend, WA located west of the Cascade Mountains.  This series of public meetings was the first round of face to face meetings sponsored by the Forest Service with two main objectives:  

· 1) inform the public about Forest Plan Revision and 

· 2) listen to what the public thinks needs to change in the Forest Plans.

Please note that it is not necessary to attend a public meeting in order to participate in Forest Plan Revision.  You may participate by contacting us via U.S. Mail, e-mail, or by phone.  Please see our home page for contact information.  

At each public meeting, the public was asked to answer two questions:  “What needs to change with the current Forest Plans?” and “What needs to change with current Forest Service Management of the National Forest?”
The following are complete public comments captured on flip charts by the Forest Service at the public meeting.  In addition, meeting notes taken by the Forest Service are included.  

Flip Chart Notes

1. Not site specific, general

2. Wants to see all areas activities are addressed

3. Parallel plans ie. BO opinions, Don’t see all sides.

4. Needs to address research and other studies (science)

5. Envir.  Needs to be involved in study-research (word?  Picor) to study being done.

6. Wants support from FS for increase demand economics

7. FS should be deciding official on forest activities w/ date no special interest

8. Process for getting other input on data.   Why data is accepted or not.

9. No back-up info from FS on where data comes from

10. Need unbiased input in study

11. Endangered species (FWS) has responsibility.  FS doesn’t have power to change

12. Peer review process needed on …..

13. Disagree w/ interpretations of study.  How do you challenge it (process)?

14. Studies will be cited in reference

15. FS employees are not objective.  They have a cause or agenda.

16. Biological opinions come from FWS s support from FS

17. Plans not specific- lean towards FS, general in nature, but FS seems biased and will not…..FS uses flexibility in F plan in direction they want to go

18. FS asking for site specific , forest plan is in general

19. How do you address issues w/other owners with in forest, checker board ownerships and local coordination. In management

20. Other agencies within drainage management activities (who makes decision if there is disagreement in management activities?)

21. cumulative effects

22. does EIS plan follow site specific process (NEPA still has to be done)

23. ATV needs to be put in F plan to address issues, to allow areas to be identified, growth not being considered.  

24. ATV use reports are outdated (our data)

25. Social/econ impact to small communities (ATV)  Big impact economy, 

26. Access- rec guidelines to deal; with recreation activities, ie. cross-country, snowmobile, parking, accommodate vehicle parking for the numbers that need that.

27. Should address capacity issue in regards to infrastructure of high use needs

28. Give guidance to forests on different guidelines to identify site specific areas

29. What research would you use to determine that, this is not something that can be accomplished.  

30. FS errors on use and not real science

31. FS manages for one species, managing people’s behavior, not grizzly bear and their predation on caribou.  Management of grizzly bear, is in direct conflict w/caribou. 

32. Are target species going to change?

33. Special use permits—how is use determined?  Plan may have standard, this could have effect on special use permit.

34. Will Forest Plan revision provide recreation opportunities for all recreation activities

35. Permits have to be in compliance with Forest Plan

36. How will forest plan effect existing special use permits

37. The plan should have flexibility, alternatives can be offered as long as it meets forest plan.  

38. User fees are administrative not addressed in forest plan

Meeting Notes

- Public Meeting -
Colville, and the Okanogan and Wenatchee Forest Plans Revision
Stratton Elementary School

Newport, Washington

Tuesday, October 28, 2003
Comments about Presentation:

How does the Forest Service keep track of the changes to be made to the forest plans?  


The first milestone is the proposed action – what the revision might look like; then an EIS is produced for public comment.  Then a final EIS is published from which the forest supervisors will choose the preferred alternative.

Questions and Answers Session:
The plans are very general in nature; sort of like a wish list that touches on the issues and activities and how they will be dealt with.  All the biological opinions and the plans themselves run parallel as they take affect. They don’t “see” or predict what is coming from the side.  It seems the forest plan doesn’t address areas of research and results of studies.  If a study proposes something contrary to plan, it is thrown out.   It seems that if the Forest Service does research, environmental groups and other groups criticize the processes or results.  They don’t want to accept the results because they didn’t come out the way they wanted


The revision process is designed to incorporate new information and research. 

It doesn’t matter what environmentalists or businesses want; we are looking to you to be the specialists.  We are just people who want to come and visit or use the forest. Ultimately, you must make the decision what information to use empirical data that can be replicated. 

Accepted data should be backed up with scientific reasons for use.  If a diverse group is asked to identify a study and approach the design in an unbiased way, this process promotes acceptance.

Congress has given final authority to the US Fish & Wildlife Service for endangered species.  My experience with the grizzly bear shows the Forest Service doesn’t have final say about the animal.  Science is quoted in biological opinions, but when you “pull the science”, only one side is presented.  Peer reviews should help this process.  But, if you disagree with interpretation of a study, how does one go about a proper challenge?  How would you channel disagreement with findings?  For instance, caribou research in Canada says snowmobiles are a threat to them.  But, studies 

show the animals are more impacted by human scent and helicopters.   The study has been interpreted to reflect that snowmobiles are bad.


In the Endangered Species Act process, activities that have potential to impact endangered species must be taken to the USFWS for consultation.  NEPA “procedural law” requires such input.  In the public input process, citizens can cite these studies.  The revised plan will have to specifically address your comments.  It is the proposal we get for activities that are most difficult to work with.  We don’t have the people or funding to do research.  We try to do the best job with the science that we get.  It is difficult to respond to different proposals.  We try to keep the status quo going.  The Forest Service has a research branch with their own priorities; but, out of the goodness of their hearts, they will work with us to meet our needs.  This takes a lot of money. The Planning Rule requires a science review.

People in the Federal agencies believe in the resources they are trying to protect.  If research is conducted by businesses, we couldn’t live with the results.  


We work with the USFWS to deal with site specific problems.

It appears the plan is so general, and the flexibility benefits the Forest Service, not all parties.  Decisions about site specific projects always reference the plan, but there is nothing specific there.   This bias prevents us from doing something.  The plan seems “wide open” for the Forest Service to do what it wants and to use the flexibility to say yes or no for site specific issues.  The plan is so general, the Forest Service could do anything and say the barriers are in the plan.


When a proposal is for a specific action, the plan is referenced to determine if it is allowed.  If the plan says it is not allowed, then you can get the negative response.

Washington State and the Forest Service do not go in the same direction (e.g., prescribed burning).  Either one of the agencies can control twice as much land if that agency poses the harshest restrictions.  How, in the revision, will you address conflicting uses?  And, with checkerboard ownership, how do you propose working with other agencies that have “control” of adjacent lands?  How can you manage your land properly and according to your own management plan?


The desired condition text in plan addresses land ownership and the desire to consolidate ownership to get it out of checkerboard condition.  This is a place we want to move toward.  In practical terms, not everyone wants to sell their land.  We are addressing some of the effects of mixed ownership.  We do think about what other 
agencies are doing in conjunction with our proposals.  We do disclose cumulative effects of activities on these adjacent lands.
Do some site specific activities require a separate NEPA? YES
At the Sandpoint ATV trails meeting, it was suggested the proposals be put into the revised plan as a general philosophy.  There needs to be an effort to deal with this.  Ninety percent of ATV users are new users.  Ten percent of all snowmobile riders are new.  These vehicles are going to need some place to go where they are allowed.  Different state laws impact this use. The social and economic impact of ATV use is substantial to communities.  Roads are there and the new trend is bringing a lot of people to the trails.  You can get just about anywhere on a snowmobile.  


The plan talks about what type of recreation can happen and where it can happen.  Roaded and unroaded recreation opportunities are addressed in every Management Area description.  The entire forest is allocated.  The new Park Service “Gateway” program provides ideas and solutions about recreation to communities near forests.
Will there be guidelines in the proposals to deal with recreation such as mountain biking, skiing ATVs, snowmobiling, etc?  What are the plans for expanding parking lots?  If a Wal-Mart builds a parking lot that is too small, it will have a negative impact on the business. Will we be able to provide pull-outs along roads for increased tourism and use?  

New forest plans will deal with expanded use/capacity/infrastructure. This is a many-layered issue. The road density standard for wildlife on one layer may limit enlarging parking lots.  If there is a stream that must be buffered or an archaeological site to protect, these resources may also restrict facility sizes.  Your analogy of Wal-Mart parking is an interesting one.  In the Wenatchee National Forest, the Echo Ridge Nordic Ski area was experiencing an increase in recreation use.  The existing parking lot was deemed too small and is planned to be expanded, along with the addition of  more skating trails and better beginner ski trails and a less-steep road access with more turnouts..  This is a concrete example of how the Forest Service is expanding recreation/meeting recreation demand by improving facilities and providing adequate infrastructure such as parking.  The revised plan will give district rangers guidance on these projects and spell out activities that are allowable.  It is legitimate to look at parking facility adequacy when specific recreation sites, such as a 50-mile trail, can be used by 30 users at a time. However, it may be a legitimate management tool to say we don’t want all those people out there at one time.

How will you qualify not wanting people out there if no research backs it?  It is too common to not have enough research to back this type of decision?  The Forest Service too often eliminates managed use based on imperfect science.  The Agency will manage for one species in contradiction to another.  All research studies cite humans as a problem to wildlife, but there is no instance ever known that a snowmobile killed a caribou.  But we manage the people and keep them out of the forest when grizzly/wolf/cats or other natural conditions are causing deaths.  

We are the recipients of all these restrictions. 


The Forest Service uses the public involvement process to make the best decisions for the resources it manages.     
Were all species identified or just major species as indicators?  Are the indicator species going to change?

Management indicator species were chosen because they are associated with a suite of other species.  Yes, these species may change.  Caribou is an indicator species for a management area in the Colville, and lynx for a management area in the Okanogan.

If you grant a special use permit for operating a ski area, then the Forest Service must understand there are limits imposed on the permit by management areas. If the permit area is whittled down to 500 areas, will there be a reconsideration of the permit that the business plan and ability to generate revenue were based on?  The programmatic approach – balancing the economic, social and environmental elements of the forest – reduces flexibility inside management areas. The rules change and now the use is restricted.  Is there a mechanism to deal with this?  How will the permits be upgraded to the new forest plan?

The plan is not going to talk about specific issues.  It may have a standard (which also may change) but making a change to the permit will not happen.  The permit must be in compliance with the plan.  Revision will be a review of special use permits.  Existing permits will be reissued.  The Forest Service looks at compliance issues when we issue the permits.  The EIS for 49 Degrees North will be compatible with the forest plan revisions.  We try to work with the permittee to make things work.

If a management area has certain goals, does the plan offer different alternatives to meet them?  The revised plan should have the flexibility to offer different alternatives to meet a goal.  
[no answer]

Will user fees be addressed?
No, those are administrative.
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